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Abstract 
This paper is not a treatise but an enlightening 
essay on English teaching in second-language 
learning.  This paper presents some ideas on 
English teaching in second-language learning 
and explores theories that may validate 
them, with the long-term goal of helping to 
reconstruct English teaching in Japan.  First, 
the importance of the integration of semantic 
aspects and syntactic ones, as a psychological 
factor, in English classes in Japan is suggested 
through outlining the concept of interlanguage. 
Next, construction grammar, where grammar 
is taken as an interface between form and 
meaning, is featured since it is based on the 
transition theory, one of the cognitive linguistic 
approaches, primarily concerned with modeling 
the developmental processes of language 
acquisition.  This is unlike the property theory 
which is primarily concerned with modeling 
the nature of the language system.  Finally, the 
author reaches a certain theoretical basis in the 
preliminary ﬁndings to an actual veriﬁcation of 
some ideas on the integration between meaning 
and grammar in English teaching in second-
language learning from the viewpoint of a 
cognitive linguistic approach.
1. Introduction 
 The author attempted to advance a proposal to 
make English teaching in Japan more effective 
by giving critical consideration to generative 
grammar, which has been the mainstream of 
linguistics for the last ﬁfty years, in a separate 
paper (see Ueda, 2008).  The following idea is 
based upon the nature of linguistic competence 
in the process of language acquisition: 
It is with the holding of some images in 
the brain that the production of language 
originates, which is an essential factor as 
the biological requirement for the human 
species in order to live.  They put these 
images together by using a syntactic 
structure, which is a secondary factor of the 
social requirement, which is arranged in a 
particular order or pattern among various 
cultures.  Therefore, if teachers keep in 
mind such an utterance operation that is 
common to human beings, but is unfound in 
any other species, and integrate the former 
with the latter, language teaching can be 
more effective while also taking the social 
environment into account.
The above is, in part, based upon the following 
teaching attitude from the ﬁeld of second 
language acquisition:
Since language exists to embody the images 
in the brain, these images take precedence 
over all other things in a second-language 
classroom.  Grammar, or syntactic structure, 
is merely a means to organize more complex 
images.  It is imperative to integrate both 
the “meaning” and the “form”.  The teacher 
should therefore pay much attention to such 
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instruction that leads learners to understand 
the notion appropriate to each developing 
stage of learning, while explaining how they 
interrelate.
 
 This paper explores theories that may validate 
the above ideas discussed in Ueda (2008), with 
the long-term goal of helping to reconstruct 
English teaching in Japan.
2. Interlanguage
   In this section, the author discusses how to 
treat some of the strange sentences which 
second language learners often produce in the 
learning process.  
 There are two perspectives regarding second 
language acquisition: a teaching perspective and 
a learning one.  According to Selinker (1972), 
the teaching perspective is relevant to “what 
has to be done by the teacher in order to help 
the learner achieve learning”.  The learning 
perspective, on the other hand, is relevant 
to “the process of the attempted learning of a 
second language, successful or not”.  Though it 
is important for the teacher in a second language 
classroom to consider both perspectives, many 
English teachers in Japan do not have an 
appreciation of the learning perspective.  Any 
incorrect expressions, for example, tend to be 
treated as mere errors, without consideration 
of the psychological process affecting the 
answers.  This lack of regard for student effort 
and of consideration for the learning perspective 
gradually reduces students’ desire to learn.  If 
wrong answers could be regarded as a part of 
the learning process, rather than simply errors, 
Japanese English classes would improve.  
 In order to help teachers appreciate that 
errors are part of the learning process, they 
could refer to Selinker’s (1972) concept of 
“interlanguage”.  Interlanguage is the learner’s 
own language, though with a different linguistic 
system from target one, which often develops 
in the learning process.  This “interlanguage” 
preserves some features of both the native 
language and the target one (cf. Wikipedia, the 
free encyclopedia).  Adopting this concept, any 
expressions, including incorrect ones, should 
be thought of as a vital part of second language 
acquisition.
   The concept of interlanguage, which offers 
a general account of how second language 
acquisition takes place, incorporates elements 
from mentalist theories of linguistics as well as 
from cognitive psychology (Ellis, 1997).  It also 
provides suitable material for the study here, as 
can be seen using Selinker’s theories (1972). 
Whenever the learner attempts to acquire the 
second language, he or she understands or 
produces each sentence of the target language 
“with the aid of theoretical constructs which 
assume the major features of the psychological 
structure” (Selinker, 1972: 211) in his or her 
brain.  Such “interlingual identiﬁcations” 
(Weinreich, 1953) that bilinguals make then 
integrate into the learner’s brain.  Assuming 
“interlingual identiﬁcations” exist, this paper can 
utilize the concept of latent language structure, 
the closest thing in literature to the concept of 
latent psychological structure (Selinker, 1972), 
which is transformed by the infant into the 
realized structure of a particular grammar in 
accordance with certain developmental stages 
(Lenneberg, 1967).  
   Thus, if an interlanguage, which is an emerging 
linguistic system that has been developed by a 
learner of a second language (cf. Wikipedia, the 
free encyclopedia), can be considered as a latent 
psychological structure existing in the learner’s 
brain, the following proposal may be possible:
   Each incorrect expression is an example of 
interlanguage, which comes from a diverse 
psychological construction between the 
native language and the target one, which 
is inﬂuenced by various environmental 
factors.  One of the major factors in errors 
is a psychological reaction.  It is therefore 
necessary to consider the psychological 
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causes underlying each incorrect 
expression.
3. Cognitive Linguistic Approach
 The preceding section dealt with the concept 
of interlanguage.  The reason this concept was 
discussed in depth was to call attention to a kind 
of insensitive instruction that has often occurred 
in English classes in Japan.  The English teacher 
in Japan is likely to interpret the cause of error 
expressions through syntactic aspects rather 
than semantic ones.  It is true that this kind 
of approach is approved in terms of generative 
grammar, which focuses the attention on 
inferring the nature of restricted linguistic 
knowledge of the syntactic structure.  However, 
this approach limits the language acquisition 
and linguistic competence in the classroom.  We 
should therefore consider the interrelationship 
between form and meaning.
   Over the last few decades, the main focus of 
interest and study of particular linguists, called 
innatists (including many Japanese researchers), 
has been on language knowledge.  Following 
Chomsky (1965), the centre of language 
knowledge is grammar, or syntactic structure.  It 
is the business of theoretical linguistics to study 
and model underlying language knowledge, 
semantic factors are not regarded as essential, 
rather than the performance data of actual 
utterances that people have produced.  There 
is a so-called property theory which is primarily 
concerned with modeling the nature of the 
language system that is to be acquired.  On the 
other hand, a transition theory, which is primarily 
concerned with modeling the developmental 
processes of language acquisition, has been 
gradually evolving since the 1980s.  Though 
the interrelationship between form and 
meaning is ignored in the ﬁrst approach, that 
interrelationship is fundamental to the second 
approach, which seeks to understand how 
the human brain processes and learns new 
information (Mitchell and Myles, 2004: 5-12).
   There are the various theoretical hypotheses 
in a cognitive linguistic approach.  If it is taken 
into consideration that construction grammar 
arose as a response to the model of grammatical 
knowledge proposed by the various versions of 
generative grammar from the 1960s to at least 
the 1980s, and while considering the usage-
based model which is proposed for language 
use, language acquisition and language change 
contrasts with the traditional structuralist and 
generative models of grammatical representation 
(Croft and Cruse, 2004:225-290).  Both of these 
theoretical hypotheses, construction grammar 
and the usage-based model, play an important 
role in the research on the nature of language 
knowledge and the acquisition/performance of 
linguistic competence.  In the former, grammar is 
taken as an interface between form and meaning, 
where featuring the peripheral factors (prioritized 
especially among innatists especially) in the 
particular sentence patterns (constructions) as 
the integration of both because of much recent 
concern about semantic and pragmatic aspects 
(Goldberg, 1995; Ohori, 2002).  The latter is 
the theory of the language acquisition process 
(i.e. emerging linguistic competence) based on 
incorporating the prototype after schematizing 
it using daily language experiences into a 
categorical hierarchy (Langacker, 2000; Hayase 
and Horita, 2005), unlike universal grammar 
theory in which linguistic competence itself is 
focused on a system with abstract structures. 
In this section, the author outlines the ﬁrst 
theoretical hypothesis: construction grammar. 
(The other will be dealt with in a separate 
paper.)  
Construction Grammar
   According to Croft (2001: 15), “construction 
grammar arose out of a concern to analyze a 
problematic phenomenon for the componential 
model, namely idioms (Fillmore et al. 1988). 
Idioms are linguistic expressions that are 
syntactically and/or semantically idiosyncratic 
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in various ways, but are larger than words 
and hence cannot simply be assigned to the 
lexicon without some special mechanism”.  In 
generative grammar　(Chomsky, 1965: 25), 
where much attention is paid to syntactic theory 
and the problem of developing an account of the 
innate linguistic theory based on the internal 
organization of the syntactic component (Croft 
and Cruse, 2004: 229) is set, semantic reference 
does not appear to affect the manner in which 
the acquisition of syntax proceeds (Chomsky, 
1965: 33).  It follows that in generative grammar, 
the mainstream of linguistics, idiosyncratic 
expressions, like idioms, have been excluded 
from the study of language as not a part of the 
“core” but as a “periphery”.  In construction 
grammar, on the other hand, using “the insight 
that language is a repertoire of more or less 
complex patterns -CONSTRUCTIONS- that 
integrate form and meaning in a conventionalized, 
and often non-compositional, way” (Fried), 
language is analyzed as a pairing of syntactic 
and semantic aspects.
   The author’s discussion of construction 
grammar here focuses on some speciﬁc patterns. 
Goldberg (1995; 1999) proposed the existence 
of argument structure constructions, which are 
essential to the production of clause expressions 
in language.  The author here examines four 
argument structure constructions: transitive 
motion (hereafter TM), intransitive motion 
(hereafter IM), caused motion (hereafter CM), 
and resultative (hereafter R).  The conceptual 
features (usage examples) of these constructions 
are as follows (Goldberg, 1995):  
TM⇒X acts on Y  (I play the guitar.)
IM⇒ X moves to Y  (The ﬂy buzzed into the 
room.)
CM⇒ X causes Y to move Z  (Pat sneezed the 
napkin off the table.)
R ⇒ X causes Y to become Z  (She kissed him 
unconscious.)
These constructions possess general purpose 
verbs as the typical ones, respectively. These 
verbs designate meanings that are remarkably 
similar to the meanings associated with 
argument structure constructions (ibid: 40). 
The initial meanings of these verbs are as 
follows (ibid: 41):
TM⇒do: ‘perform an action’
IM⇒go: ‘move’
CM⇒put: ‘cause to be or go in some place’
R ⇒ make: ‘construct; produce; cause 
some state to come into being or be 
produced’
 At the same time, constructions could 
possibly be deﬁned as ordered triples of form, 
meaning, and context (ibid: 229).  In this case, 
“grammar” is equivalent to “argument structure 
construction”.  “Meaning” is based on the speciﬁc 
feature above in the syntactic frame as well as 
derived from the initial meaning, like the above, 
in the lexical frame.  “Context” is, needless to 
say, related to the social environment.  These 
three factors are indispensable to structuring 
language.  Argument structure constructions 
are, above all, important and are taken to be the 
basic units of language (ibid: 4).  For example, 
“Children with Speciﬁc Language Impairment” 
rely heavily on the same set of light verbs, 
including go, get, do, put, and make, in their 
production of sentences.  Sentences such as I’m 
doing two balloons commonly replace the more 
appropriate I’m using/playing with/bouncing 
two balloons (ibid: 42).  In this case, the fact that 
one verb is substituted for various verbs in a 
particular construction means that the syntactic 
frame affects the semantic aspects.  That is, the 
syntactic frame plays a complementary role 
facilitating the understanding of meaning in 
a certain situation.  Thus, these three factors 
complement each other.  One can then assume 
that to embody an image visualized in the brain 
for the ﬁrst time, an argument structure which is 
derived from the semantic frame which is fused 
with the lexicon is set and a suitable sentence 
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for the context is produced.
   Let us consider the following examples 
(Goldberg, 1995, 1999; Ohori, 2002):
Pat sneezed.
Pat sneezed the foam off the cappuccino.
Pat sneezed a terrible sneeze.
Pat sneezed her nose red.
Pat sneezed her way to the room. 
Since the verb, sneeze, is intransitive, the above 
second, third, and fourth sentences are not 
grammatically acceptable.  They are accepted 
only when they have such speciﬁc words such as 
“off”, “terrible” or “red”.  However, the following 
sentence is unacceptable:
* Pat winked the foam off the cappuccino. 
The reason why it is not accepted is based on 
the difference of qualities between “sneeze” and 
“wink” (Ohori, 2002: 136-138).  As a consequence, 
various categories are formed of words with 
identical functions.  This diversity comes from 
not only the lexicon frame but also the semantic 
frame of the construction.  The prototype, 
in which both are fused, is schematized and 
categorized.  In such a process the notion plays 
a large role.  It is the same for foreign language 
teaching.  Ungerer and Schmid (1996: 273) 
referred to the signiﬁcance of the fusion of 
“form” (grammar) and “content” (meaning) for 
language teaching as follows:
“Yet  no matter  whether we choose a 
cognitive approach to grammar that is based 
on schemas, on prototypes or on basic level 
categories, there is one thing that is shared 
by all three approaches: they all manage 
to bridge the gap between formal syntax 
and morphology on the one hand and the 
semantic aspects of grammar on the other by 
relating them both to a common conceptual 
basis.  This liberation from the form/context 
division is probably the most important 
contribution that cognitive linguistics has 
made to pedagogical grammar and language 
teaching.”
4. Final Remarks
   Section 2 referred to how the teacher should 
handle students’ incorrect expressions, which are 
apparently in neither the native language nor the 
target one.  The author, adopting the concept of 
interlanguage, regards incorrect expressions as 
products of the learner’s psychological reaction 
and also suggests the necessity of conceptual 
instruction with little concern about syntactic 
aspects.  Instruction under the integration of 
“meaning” and “form” based on a theoretical 
strategy of cognitive linguistic approach, like 
construction grammar, can be seen in the 
preceding section. If this strategy were applied 
to English teaching, instruction would likely be 
more effective. 
   Following Croft and Cruse (2004:229), in the 
most recent version of generative grammar, 
minimalist theory apparently ends the internal 
organization of the syntactic component and 
recasts the phonological component as an 
“articulatory-perceptual interface.” This links 
the language faculty to the perceptual-motor 
system, and the semantic component as a 
“conceptual-intentional interface.” This links 
the language faculty to other human conceptual 
activity.  Thus, even in Chomskyan theory, 
where the syntactic component, separated from 
the semantic component, has been analyzed as 
the core of language knowledge, the integration 
of both theories begins to be seen.  
 Moreover, as Ungerer and Schmid (1996: 
267) stated, it is true that “compared with 
linguistic structuralism, which sparked off 
substitution drills, and speech act theory, 
which initiated a complete reorganization of 
teaching strategies, the impact of cognitive 
linguistics is much less revolutionary.  But the 
inﬂuence of cognitive linguistics may prove very 
valuable, because it lends theoretical support 
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to a number of accepted teaching approaches 
in the ﬁelds of both vocabulary and grammar”. 
It is the cognitive approach that bridges the 
gap between formal syntax and morphology 
on the one hand, and the semantic aspects of 
grammar on the other, by relating them both 
to a common conceptual basis.  This approach 
liberates (English) language teaching from the 
form/content division based on the generative 
grammar.  This statement is derived from 
cognitive grammar as an updated version of 
generative semantics.  Basic principles of the 
latter were the same as the ones of the former. 
According to Lakoff (1987: 583), some of them 
are as follows:
 ―The primary function of language is 
to convey meaning.  Grammar should 
therefore show as directly as possible how 
parameters of form are linked to parameters 
of meaning.
 ―Since meaning and communicative 
function are primary, grammar should 
attempt to explain as much as possible about 
parameters of form on the basis of parameters 
of meaning communicative function.
 These principles are possibly related to 
the importance of instruction based on the 
integration of “meaning” and “form”.  On the 
assumption that the concept of integration 
corresponds to that of interrelation, ideas 
regarding the interrelation between meaning 
and grammar which were suggested in Section 
1, should be viewed under this concept of 
“integration”.  Consequently we can see a 
certain theoretical basis as a preliminary ﬁnding 
to an actual veriﬁcation of some ideas on the 
interrelation between meaning and grammar in 
English teaching in second-language learning.
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